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v, the HENRY vi plays, HENRY viu, RICHARD m,
JULIUS O&SAR, THE MERRY WIVES, and others, it is
not for me to speculate about; his vindication, as
against the broad and general charge of being a " dis-
integrator,'1 is to be found in his treatment of THE
SHREW and in his Academy lecture. For, after all
their defensive formulas, the two co-editors are
practically if not completely agreed in holding that
not only is the play as it stands written by Shake-
speare, but the play commonly regarded as older,
THE TAMING OF A SHREW, is a mere corruption of
Shakespeare's draft. And as there are few plays in
the Folio in which after TITUS the presence of other
hands is more palpably revealed by a quite un-
Shakespearean versification, the school of orthodoxy
will be ungrateful indeed if they seek further to drive
the Cambridge co-editors into the outer darkness of
" disintegration." Has not Professor Wilson been
diligently nailing new hoops on the decomposing
barrel ? Such allies, surely, should not be so cruelly
stigmatised.
There is indeed hardly an old device of tradition-
ism that has not been loyally employed by one or
other editor. Sir Arthur, for instance, alternately
musters courage to avow that we can after all realise
when, in the Folio, we are reading a non-Shake-
spearean scene, and recollects himself to shake his
ferule at all critics who presumptuously profess to
know why they so distinguish. And Professor Wilson
has made the most pathetic sacrifices in what we may
term the academic cause. He has twice endorsed the